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COCRDINATING COMMITTEE

HECGRD COF DISCUSSION

“
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4 FRENCH PROPOSED EXPCRT OF MATERTAL FOR HERTZIAN BEAMS TC POLAND

T1th September 1559

Present: Belgium(Luxembourg), Frence, Germany, Italy, Japan, Netherlands,
: Turkey, United Kingdom, United States.

fReferences: COCOM Documents No. 3015.00/2 end 4, 3369, 3634, 3655.

1. The CHAIRMAN drew the attention of the Committee to the Memoran-
dum submitted by the French Delegation (COCOM 3634) relating to & proposed
export to Poland of Hertzian links. He stressed that, while convinced that
this material was not embargoed since it came under the exclusion clause of
}tem 152G, the French Delegation wished to know whether this opinion was
shared by the Committee.

2, The FRENCH Delegate confirued that when submitting on the 27th
July 1959 the above-mentioned Memoranduw, his Delegation were not putting in
an exception request but were merely requesting clarification of a definition.
The Delegate then stated that he had received from his United States colleague
a letter dated 1lst September 145G, to the effect that the United States autho-
rities did not share the views of the French Delegation as toc the interprete-
tion which should be given to Item 1520. Before asking his experts to answer
the techmical points made in the United States document, the French Delegate
wished to draw the Committee's attention to the discussions which had led to
the present definition of Item 152G. He referred first of all to COGCOM Doc.
No. 3015.00/2, page 3, and recalled that the French Delegetion had been unable
to accept the text proposed by the United Kingdom, which limited the exclusion
¢lause to Hertzian links required for local connections. Referring then to
GQUCCK Doc. No.“5015.00/4, page 4, the Delegate recalled that the United States
Delegation had proposed to place under embargo equipment designed for multiple
relay systems and thet this proposal had also been rejected. The present
definition was eventually accepted as a couwpromise solution.

o The UNITED STATES Delegate confirmed that on the lst September,
1959 he sent to the French:Delegation, end to cther interested Delegations a
letter stating the views of his authorities on the French Memorandum. The
Delegate indicated that the main points of this letter would shortly appear in
the form of a Memorandum by his Delegation (CGCOM 3659). He then summed up as
follows his Government's position: the export to Poland of the French equip-—
ment as deseribed in COCCH Doc. No. 3634 unguestionably required CUGCOM approval
because this equipment was embargoed by Item 1520. The United States experts
felt that the Type FHT 4076 wes not designed to link the camera of studio and
the television tremsuitter, but rather for long-distance transmission. It
failed therefore to meet the basic requirement of the exclusion clause of Item
1520. The United States experts furthermore did not believe that the power
cutput of the transmitters as indicated in the French Wemorandum (3 Watts) was
particularly low, nor did they believe that these Hertzian beams could be
described as "short range", since the Type FHT 4C76 was suitable for multiple
links over great distances. The United Stetes authorities were therefore of
the opinion that this cquipment was under embargco and that if it were considered
as excluded from embargo, this would render mesningless the control of such
strategicelly important equipment.
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4. The GERMAN Delegate expr.ssed his apyreciation of the fact that,. _
while convinced that the equipment in guestion was not covered by Item 152G,
the French euthorities had nevertheless nade & point of asking for the views

of the Committee. The German authorities felt, however, that the equipment

in question was clearly covered by Item 1520 and could not therefore be expor-
ted to the Soviet Bloc without the Comwittee's approval. The Delegate stressed
that the exclusion clause of Item 152G referred to "links for transmissions
hetween the ceamera or studio and the television transmitter", but did not refer
to links between transnitters. He went on to say that this prceblem was not
new and referred his colleagues to the second part of a Memorandum submitted
by his Delegation on the Gth February 1959 (cocoM 336%). The German suthori-
ties were of the upinion that the French caese and this case probably concerned
the same order and they would shortly subnit a new exception request for the
export of this television relay system. Aanswering a question from his French
colleague, the uelegate specified that the new German exception reguest would
bear only on point 2 of CUCCM Docuuent Now 3369, i.o. the television relay
system end not the carrier frequency systen.

5 The UNITED KINGDCM Delegate said thet his suthorities had noted the
similarity betweon the French Memorandum and the Mewmorandum Jjust referred to

by the German Delegate which concerned equipment comparable alaso to systenms
that the United Kingdom refused to consider in the case of cne of their own
axporting companies in 1G56. They felt that the equipment described in the
French Memorandum was very precisely the equipment covered by Item 1520 in its
present definition. The type of eguipment referred to in the French lemorandum
could not henefit by the exclusion clause of the present definition, which was
the only cne which should be taken into account.

6 The NETHERLANDS Deleygate said that the French liemorandum had been
given careful considerstion by his authorities. They felt that the equipment
described in the French Memorendum was under embargo end did not come under
the terms of the exclusion clause of Item 1520. They regretted that they were
unable to share the French views on this point. An spproval of the French
Memorandum would, they felt, prejudice the euwbargo rules. If, however, the
French Delegation decided to submit this case as an exception request, thus
recogniaing the strategic value of the links in question, the Netherlancs
authorities would give the matter further consideration but, before making
known their final position, they would like to hear the views of other lember
Governments on this case.

Te The ITALIAN Delegate seid that he had received no finel instruc-
tions on this questicn. His authorities felt however that it would be more
in keeping with the rules of the Committee if this case were presented as an
exception request. The Delegate finelly indicated that he was prepared to
hear the arguments of the French experts.

8. The FLENGH Delcgate thanked his colleagues for having made known
their views on the interpretation of Item 1520 as their experts understood it.
He added however that what had just been said regarding both the coverage of
Item 152C and the nature of the equipment described in the French Memorandum
had not convinced his Delegation as to thé strategic value of the said eguipment.
He therefore reserved the right to come back to the various arguments adduced,
opce his experts had hed time to study more thorcughly the United States docu-
mént and the conments made by cther delegations. 4nswering one of the remarks
of his United Kingdom colleague, the Delegate seid that if it wes important

to bear in nind the present definition, it was also necessary to reuember that
this definition had been worked out as a compromise which did not meet the
wishes of the United Kingdom end United States Delegations to place multiple
links under embargo.

e The Delegate then said that the menufacturer's pamphlet to which

the United States Delegation had made reference wag more commercial than .
technical. The United States had spoken of Type FHT 4076 in general and hadlaid
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2 stress on its telephone capacity but in fact the pamphlet in question dealt
with three types of equipments types A, B.and C, which could be described as
followss

Type A.t television and telephone equipment
Type B : telephone equipment
Type € : television cguipment.

The French proposal referrcd to type C, equipment solely designed for televi-

sion and entirely different in design from the equipment used for telephone
agrvice,

10. The Delegate explained that when Item 1520 was studied, & few
months ago, the exclusion clause covered all the equipment used to link the
camera and the telovision transmitter; such & link usually included two ele-
mentss a first element linking the camera to the studio and & second linking
the studio to the trensmitter. These links were usually more complete than
the Type FHT 4076 described in the French Memorandum, for they  included, in

addition %o the normal chennel, a telephone service line and possibly & sound
channel.

As regards the frequency, it was chosen aecording to the type of
equipment. In the case of fixed equipment, it night be preferable to have s
low frequency while in & mobile equipment a higher frequency made it possible
to have shorter aerials.,

A3 regards the operation of the equipment, the link in question
wes unilateral. This meant that if this linkwere equipped for telephone ser-
vice one person could trensmit & communiceation to another but could not hear
the latter's answer. -

As regards the impossibility of using such & link for telephone
burposes, it should be noted that television transmission could tolerate a
non-linear distortion rate of 4% which was incompatible with a multiplex tele-
phone trensmission. Such & distortion, while harmless in the case of televi-
siony would not permit any telephone service owing to the crosstalk effect
which it would involve.

: Answering a question from the German Delegate who asked whether
the French equipment was reversible, the French expert gpecified that a
wnileteral equipment might be reversible but that it wes impossible to obtain
immediate revergibility, which excluded the possibility of using these links
for telephone eonversation PRrPOses.

‘ As regards the power output, the French expert recalled that st
the time when the exclusion clause of Item 1520 had been discussed, the figure
of 5 watts had been acceptod, without any objection at the time.

11, The FRENCH Delegate stated that despite the arguments adduced by
some delegations and which had been refuted by his experts, his Delegation was
not in the least convinced of the strategic value of the equipment in question.
The majority of the Committee, however, felt it was preferable to examine this
cese as e normal exception request within the framework of the special Polish
procedure. Under these circumstances, and with a view to obtaining more rapidly
the Committee's agreeuent, the Delegate was now prepared to submit this
particular case g8 an exception request,

12, The GERMAN Delegate said that he would appreciate hearing the
Committee's views on the request submitted by his Delegation in COCOM Document
No. 3369 (point 2) on the day when the French request wus studied by the
Comuittee. He said thet his Delegation would submit some additional information
regarding this export the velue of which emounted approximately to $300 000.
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13, The UNITED STATES Delegete stated that he was pleased to note that

the French Delegation were now prepared to consider the equipment in question
as covered by Item 1520. Since this case had now hecome an ordinary exception
request, the Delegate felt that the techhical arguments were perhaps less
important. He did not think, however, that the French expert's statement had
refuted the arguments put forward by his Delegation, A4s to the former German
request (point 2), the Delcgate said that he would meke known the views of his
Government on the date to be fixed by the Coumittee. Noting that both
exports were destined for Poland, the Delegate stressed that in his authorities!
view, the strategic risks involved in such exports overrode the considerations
governing the special policy adopted towards Poland. In this connection, the
United States authorities felt it would be particulerly desirable that the
French Delegation should sup,.ly further elements demonstrating that this case
wet the requirements of the special Polish procedure, and in particular that
this export was necescary for the Polish civilian economy.

14. The FRENCH Delegate thenked his United States collcague for his
statement but said that he could not conecur in the first part of this state-
ment. He confirmed thaet for all the remsons expleined in the course of the
present meeting - and which merely ropeated the arguments adduced by the French
Delegation during the Consultative Group meetings held in July 1$58, his
euthorities continued to think that the exclusion clsuse of Item 1520 should
apply to the case submitted to the Committee. To claim that multiple links

did not come under the exclusion clause of Iten 1520 would, they felt, be
contrary to the spirit in which the present definition of this Item had been
accepted by the Consultative Group. Taking into account, however, the comments
made by the majority of delegations, and in order to speed up the solution of
this case, the Delegate confirméd that he was now submnitting it as an exception
request within the framework of the special Polish procedure. He added that
there was no doubt in the mind of his Delegation but that this equipment was
strictly meant to meet the Polish television reguirements; moreover, the Polish
authorities had requested thet the instellation of this equipment be carried
out under the supervision of French tcchnicians.

15. The CHAIRMAN concluded that, following the statements made by the
French and German Delegations, the Committee now had before them two exception
requests subnitted within the framework of the normal Polish procedure,

16. The COMMITTEE decided to hear the views of Membér Governments on
the Fronech and German cases on the 24th September. It was agreed that

delegations wishing to ask questions ebout these two exception cases could do
80 at any time.
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